ORGANIZATIONAL 
INTERVENTIONS 
FOR HEALTH AND 
WELL-BEING 


A Handbook for 
Evidence-Based Practice 


Edited by Karina Nielsen and Andrew Noblet 


First published 2018 
ISBN: 978-1-138-22141-3 (hbk) 
ISBN: 978-1-315-41049-4 (ebk) 


Introduction 

Organizational interventions: Where we are, 
where we go from here? 

Karina Nielsen and Andrew Noblet 

(CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) 


DOI: 10.4324/9781315410494-1 


The funder for this chapter is Samantha Drobinski - University of 
Sheffield Management 


3 

£P Routledge 
8 Taylor & Francis Group 
LONDON AND NEW YORK 


INTRODUCTION 


Organizational interventions: Where we are, 
where we go from here? 


Karina Nielsen and Andrew Noblet 


DOI: 10.4324/9781315410494-1 


This book is the result of our desire to bridge the gap between research, policy and 
practice and support occupational health practitioners, organizations, academics 
and their students to design, implement and evaluate organizational interventions 
that may successfully improve employee health and well-being. Organizational 
interventions can be defined as planned, behavioural, theory-based actions to 
change the way work is organized, designed and managed in order to improve the 
health and well-being of participants (Nielsen, 2013, Nielsen et al., 2010a). This 
type of intervention employs a problem-solving approach and typically consists of 
five phases: preparation, screening (identification of problem areas), action plan- 
ning, implementation of action plans and evaluation (Nielsen et al., 2010a). This 
type of intervention is generally recommended (ENWHP, 2007; ETUC, 2004; 
EU-OSHA, 2010; ILO, 2001), however, we lack knowledge on how to design, 
implement and evaluate such interventions. 

The demands for understanding how to design, implement and evaluate organi- 
zational interventions have arisen both from research and from policy. On the 
research side, the randomized, controlled trial (RCT) design has been consid- 
ered the gold standard for organizational interventions (Murphy, 1996; Nielsen & 
Miraglia, 2017; Sauter & Murphy, 2004). Meta-analyses based on this framework 
conclude inconsistent results in terms of their ability to improve employee health 
and well-being (Martin et al., 2009; Richardson & Rothstein, 2008; van der Klink 
et al., 2001), however, arguments have been put forward that the RCT is not 
suitable for evaluating complex interventions such the organizational interventions 
(Nielsen & Miraglia, 2017). From a policy perspective, national policies have been 
developed in the attempt to manage psychosocial risks and ensure employee health 
and well-being, however, it can be questioned whether these policies are based on 
research and they are often not rigorously evaluated. In this Introduction, we first 
discuss the need for understanding what works for whom in which circumstances 
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from a research and a policy perspective. With a starting point in policy approaches 
to organizational interventions, we then review state-of-the-art of recent evidence 
base on what works for whom in which circumstances, i.e. which tools and meth- 
ods may work in which contexts. Finally, we provide a brief overview of the 
chapters in this edited book. 


On the need to know what works for whom in which 
circumstances from a research perspective 


Organizational interventions most often employ a participatory approach, where 
employees and managers through ongoing negotiations and discussions decide on 
the process and the content of the intervention (Nielsen et al., 2010a). Organizational 
interventions can be classified as complex interventions because they work through 
an emergent and recursive causality (Rogers, 2008). Scholars have argued that the 
intervention process and the way in which the interventions are implemented 
may partially explain the inconsistent results of organizational interventions (Egan 
et al., 2009; Murta et al., 2007, Nielsen et al., 2010a) and research should reflect 
the complexity of organizational interventions when planning, implementing and 
evaluating organizational interventions. 

In recognition of the need for a new paradigm, several models have been devel- 
oped that discuss how organizational interventions should be implemented and 
evaluated (Nielsen et al., 2010a, Nielsen & Randall, 2015; Noblet & LaMontagne, 
2009) and evaluated (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2013; Nielsen & Randall, 2015). In 
a recent critical review, Nielsen and Miraglia (2017) argued that organizational 
interventions may be best evaluated using the realist evaluation paradigm. Moving 
beyond the RCT question of “what works” or rather “whether an intervention 
works”, realist evaluation sets out to answer the questions of what works for whom 
in which circumstances. It has been argued that realist evaluation may open the 
black box of “what works” to answer which elements of organizational interven- 
tions may be effective and thus provide a basis for theoretically developing and 
testing models for what interventions work, for whom and in which circumstances 
(Nielsen & Miraglia, 2017). Realist evaluation assumes that there are patterns that 
may explain why an intervention succeeds or fails and that we can build and test 
models to explain these patterns (Pawson, 2013). The central tenet of realist eval- 
uation is to answer these questions though theoretically developing and testing 
contextt+mechanism = outcome (CMO) configurations (Pawson, 2013; Pawson & 
Tilley, 1997). The realist strategy thus focuses on three themes: understanding the 
mechanisms through which an intervention achieves its outcomes, understanding 
the contextual conditions necessary for triggering mechanisms, and understand- 
ing outcome patterns (Pawson & Tilley, 1997). However, moving to developing, 
testing and revising CMO configurations requires that we as researchers start pub- 
lishing on the mechanisms of organizational interventions and in which contexts 
and organizational settings these mechanisms may be triggered. A limitation of 
current research, however, is that few studies focus directly on formulating and 
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testing CMO configurations and rarely describe the methods and tools used in 
organizational interventions. We therefore have limited knowledge of the effective 
mechanisms of organizational interventions (Nielsen & Miraglia, 2017). The aim 
of this book is to provide examples of the content of interventions and discuss how 
the tools and methods (mechanisms) used work for whom in which circumstances. 


On the need to know what works for whom in which 
circumstances from a policy perspective 


According to the European Union (EU) Framework Directive 89/391/EEC, 
organizations have a legal obligation to “ensure the safety and health of work- 
ers in every aspect related to work”. This includes psychosocial aspects of the 
working environment. The Framework Directive, however, does not state any 
specific measures to manage the psychosocial work environment and as a result 
the European Commission called upon the social partners to develop strategies to 
manage psychosocial aspects of the working environment (Persechino et al., 2013). 
The European Framework Agreement of October 8, 2004 addresses psychosocial 
issues. The Agreement states that it is the responsibility of the employer to take 
measures to identify and prevent issues concerning the psychosocial work environ- 
ment and stress. 

As a response to Framework Directive, several European countries have devel- 
oped policies and guidelines for how organizations may manage employee health 
and well-being. In the UK, the Management Standards (MS) have been developed 
(Cousins et al., 2004; Mackay et al., 2004). Inspired by the MS, WorkPositive (http:// 
surveys.healthyworkinglives.com/) and INAIL (lavicoli et al., 2014; Persechino 
et al., 2013; Ronchetti et al., 2015; Toderi et al., 2013) have been developed in 
Ireland and Italy, respectively. In Belgium, the SOBANE (Screening, Observation, 
Analysis and Expertise; Malchaire, 2004) method has been developed and in Germany 
the START method (Satzer & Geray, 2009). At the European level, a guidance 
standard has been issued by the British Standards Institution (PAS1010; Leka et al., 
2011). Outside Europe, a Canadian Standard has been developed on how to develop 
healthy and sustainable workplaces (CAN/CSA-Z1003-13/BNQ9700-803/2013; 
www.mentalhealthcommission.ca/English/issues/workplace/national-standard). 
Likewise, in Australia the National Mental Health Commission have developed a 
broad set of recommendations about the steps that should be taken when developing 
a mentally healthy workplace (www.mentalhealthcommission.gov.au/our-work/ 
mentally-healthy-workplace-alliance.aspx). 

A review of these policies and standards reveal that they recommend a problem- 
solving cycle and they share a number of key principles, including employee 
participation, senior management and line management support, and fitting the 
intervention to the organizational context. Although these policies and stand- 
ards are recommended they have only been validated scientifically to a limited 
extent. The MS have been validated in three studies (Biron et al., 2010; Mellor 
et al., 2011, 2013). The INAIL has been validated in one published study 
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(Di Tecco et al., 2015). The Deparis guide used by the SOBANE method has been 
validated in one paper (Malchaire, 2004; www.sobane.be/sobane/index.aspx). 
Finally, Kunyk et al. (2016) published a study on the usability of the Canadian 
Standard, however, not all participants were familiar with the Standard. To the 
best of our knowledge, the WorkPositive has not been validated. The lack of 
rigorous evaluation, raises the question whether these policies are fit for purpose. 
Overall, the policies in place provide little concrete guidance or offer tools that 
organizations may use to fulfil the EU requirements. The chapters in our book aim 
to inform policy on the tools and methods that may be used by organizations to 
ensure organizational interventions are fit for purpose and successfully improve the 
psychosocial work environment and employee health and well-being. 


What do we know? 


Before, we move on to the contributions of experts in the field of organizational 
interventions, we need to gain an overview of the current knowledge of what works 
for whom in which circumstances. To this end, we provide an overview of recent 
developments in research. Nielsen et al. (2010a) provided an in-depth review of 
the state-of-the art on the design, implementation and evaluation of organizational 
interventions. In the present chapter, we build on this review. We conducted a sys- 
tematic literature search on papers published since 2010 and, in the following sections 
we present an update on what we know concerning the design, implementation and 


Systematic 
and ongoing 


FIGURE 0.1 Revised model of organizational interventions by Nielsen et al. (2010a) 
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evaluation of organizational interventions. For research before 2010, we refer to 
the paper by Nielsen and colleagues (2010a). For the purpose of this review, we 
chose to keep the five-phase model developed by Nielsen et al. (2010a) as it follows 
the problem-solving cycle recommended also by policy. We discuss the research 
in light of the policies developed in the UK, Ireland, Germany, Italy, Canada and 
Australia. In figure 0.1, we present a slightly revised model of the Nielsen et al. 
(2010a) based on the policies and standards and state-of-the-art research. We first 
present the three key principles identified in all the policies and standards and then 
present the latest research support these and the five phases of the model. 


Fitting the intervention to the organizational context 


Nielsen and Randall (2015) argued that interventions should be tailored to the 
organizational context and to the individuals within the organizations. Recent 
development in research supports this notion. Mellor et al. (2013) in the evalua- 
tion of the MS found that integrating stress policy into corporate plans and internal 
systems and procedures helped put stress issues on the agenda. Also evaluating 
the MS, Biron et al. (2010) found that few of the line managers who had been 
allocated responsibility for managing the intervention process and had received 
training in how to use the survey tool had actually used the tool. There were many 
contextual factors accounting for the failure to use the tool. Many line manag- 
ers and their employees had changed jobs, their teams had become too small to 
receive feedback and thus did not meet the requirements for participating. Only 
5 out of 21 line managers used the tool due to practical constraints. Furthermore, 
line managers felt the tool was unnecessary; senior managers suffered from stress, 
not employees (Biron et al. 2010). In a study by Aust et al. (2010), occupational 
health consultants suggested that the focus on participation had been problematic 
as employees were poorly equipped to manage the process and line managers felt 
unsure about their role. Framke and Sorensen (2015) reported that the opportu- 
nity to fit the intervention to the organization was perceived to be a strength and 
Poulsen et al. (2015) found that the pressure to bill time on projects prevented 
employees from engaging with the intervention. Ipsen et al. (2015) reported that 
their SME-focused intervention did not fare well in an organization where people 
worked across different shifts because communication and participation was lim- 
ited across shifts. On the downside of fitting the intervention to the context and 
adopting a flexible approach, Jenny et al. (2014) found that a high level of flex- 
ibility in the process across participating organizations meant that some participants 
felt the intervention lacked structure. Ipsen et al. (2015), Jenny et al. (2014), Mellor 
et al. (2011) also reported that concurrent organizational changes took focus away 
from the intervention. Andersen and Westgaard (2013) found that few participants 
felt the intervention had led to any successful outcomes and some even felt that the 
interventions took away attention from the core tasks. 

Finally, Albertsen et al. (2014) provided an excellent example of the importance 
of fitting the intervention to the organizational context. In a large study introducing 
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a new IT system to manage the roster, they found very different results in the three 
intervention groups included in the study. In group A, no changes were detected 
and interviews with employees and managers revealed that the organizational 
context had been problematic: concurrent downsizing resulted in a temporary can- 
cellation of the IT system use as employees would be called in to work at short 
notice. Furthermore, the intervention had provided a poor fit to some individual 
employees as they had found the system difficult to use. In group B, improvements 
in work-life balance could be observed and the process evaluation indicated that 
employees found the IT system supported the existing roster planning procedures, 
the IT system has made the process fairer, and the system offered the opportunity to 
consider individual preferences. Overall, the intervention was perceived to provide 
a good fit the organizational context. In the third group, a deterioration in work— 
life balance was observed. Interviews revealed that although the IT system had been 
implemented, management had introduced a “buffer-zone” that meant that they 
could delay or postpone working hours. This zone resulted in more evening work, 
variable working hours and unpredictability in when to start work. The system was 
perceived to present a poor fit because it did not consider employees’ needs. 

One important aspect of fit is to make use of the existing structures in place in 
the organization to support the intervention (Nielsen & Randall, 2015). Integrating 
health and well-being management process into performance systems, Augustsson 
et al. (2015) and von Thiele Schwarz et al. (2017) found integrating employee 
health and well-being consideration into existing Kaizen structures (visual boards 
to streamline production processes going through a plan, do, check, act problem- 
solving cycle; Imai, 1986). Augustsson et al. (2015) resulted in a successful outcome 
where employees were already familiar with the Kaizen process. 

Together these studies provide strong evidence for understanding how the con- 
text may or may not trigger the mechanism of an organizational intervention and 
provides valuable information on when an intervention may be effective. 


Employee participation 


Employee participation is widely recommended in research (Nielsen & Randall, 
2012; Noblet & LaMontagne 2009) and also emphasized by the national poli- 
cies. Employee participation is believed to make use of participants’ knowledge 
about what activities are fit for purpose in the local context, ensure ownership of 
the intervention and improve collaboration between management and employees 
(Nielsen et al., 2013). In the process evaluation of the INAIL method, Di Tecco 
et al. (2015) found that 32.2 per cent of 124 organizations involved a representa- 
tive sample of employees, whereas 39.3 per cent opted for involving all employees 
in the organization, and Mellor et al. (2011) reported that participation and in 
particular indirect participation through the involvement of trade unions facilitated 
the implementation of the MS. 

Recent studies have found support for the use of participatory methods and 
included added information on the forms of participation which may be effective. 
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In their study on integrating health and well-being management into performance 
management, Augustsson et al. (2015) found that where integration had been suc- 
cessful, employees reported they had had the opportunity to provide input to 
the process and they were active in the integration. On the level of participa- 
tion needed, Framke and Sorensen (2015) found that the intervention involving 
employee representatives in the process was perceived to be sufficient because 
representatives acquired additional input when needed from the wider group of 
employees and employee representatives justified the time spent on the interven- 
tion to colleagues not directly involved. Whether the intervention led to successful 
outcomes was not reported. 

Integrating process and effect evaluation, Nielsen and Randall (2012) explored 
the extent to which employees reported having been involved in the planning 
and the implementation of a teamwork intervention explained intervention 
outcomes. They found that such participation was associated with intermediate 
outcomes in the form of autonomy and social support, which in turn were related 
to affective well-being and job satisfaction. 

Together, these studies provide valuable support for the participatory process 
as an important mechanism, however, the studies provide limited information 
on the concrete forms of participation. A recent framework has been proposed 
on how to define and understand participation in organizational interventions 


(Abildgaard et al., 2018). 


Senior and line management support 


The national policies all recommend that senior managers are involved in promot- 
ing the project, and in particular the MS emphasize the role line managers have 
in the daily running of organizational interventions. There is new research that 
supports the importance of management support. 

Mellor et al. (2013) in their evaluation of the MS found that senior man- 
agement was instrumental in getting the project up and running. Framke and 
Sorensen (2015) found that senior management supported the intervention. Jenny 
et al. (2014) reported that where senior managers acknowledged even critical 
results, engaged in dialogues with employees and superiors, and pursued change, 
the intervention progressed well. Interestingly, Greasley and Edwards (2015) in a 
study of three organizations found that initial senior management support did not 
guarantee a successful outcome. They suggested that this may be due to managers 
lacking the necessary skills to implement subsequent change. 

The importance of senior management support throughout the entire project 
was emphasized by Ipsen et al. (2015), however, line management support was 
also described as vital. Where line managers had prioritized daily work activi- 
ties over intervention activities, the intervention had not been successful. Ipsen 
et al. (2015) outlined the ways in which line managers had supported the process. 
These included formulating a vision for what could be achieved from the inter- 
vention and prioritizing time in meetings to work with the intervention. Lack of 
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support from line managers has been reported to have detrimental effects: Lingard 
et al. (2012) in their evaluation of a work-life balance participatory intervention 
found that younger employees found it challenging to change their behaviours 
because line managers acted as negative role models; they worked excessive hours 
themselves. In summary, there is support for the important role of senior and line 
managers as an important process mechanism, but there is yet limited information 
on how managers can be involved. 


Preparing the intervention 


Three key elements outlined by the national policies in the preparation of the 
intervention, are the establishment of a steering group, the development ofa commu- 
nication strategy and making sure the organizational members are ready for change. 


Establishment of a steering group 


The composition and the skills of the steering groups are important. In the evalu- 
ation of the SOBANE method, Malchaire (2004) reported that in the majority 
of cases (51 per cent) the internal occupational safety and health (OSH) practi- 
tioner functioned as the coordinator, whereas in 28 per cent of the cases it was 
the employer. In the remaining cases it was an external OSH consultant. Mellor 
et al. (2013) found that steering groups that had a mixed representation of human 
resources (HR), health and safety, occupational health representatives, senior man- 
agement and union representatives helped move the process along. It was also 
reported that HR or occupational safety and health professionals were vital to sup- 
port managers during the risk assessment phase. Mellor et al. (2011) further found 
that steering groups needed project management skills and knowledge of occupa- 
tional health to support the MS process. Organizations on their own lacked the 
competencies to administer surveys and focus group facilitation and in many cases, 
external consultants were effective in facilitating the process (Mellor et al., 2011). 

Hasson et al. (2014b) explored the importance of different key stakeholders’ 
agreement of a web-based intervention. Although both senior management, HR 
professionals and line managers agreed it was the line managers’ responsibility to 
make the intervention happen, HR professionals admitted they had not provided 
line managers with the necessary tools to assume this responsibility. Senior man- 
agers were disappointed that line managers had not been more proactive and line 
managers in turn reported feeling little supported by their managers. 

Weigl et al. (2013) found that supportive steering groups were important for the 
intervention’s success. Jenny et al. (2014) found that the steering group encouraged 
employees to contribute opinions and ideas. Framke and Sorensen (2015) reported 
that consultants played a vital role in taking charge. 

Some studies have also looked at the role of project champions. Ipsen et al. 
(2015) evaluated an organizational intervention targeting four SMEs. Rather 
than using external consultants, internal facilitators were selected among staff 
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by senior management. The organizations reported having no problems identifying 
the right people as drivers of change: people that were trusted within the organi- 
zation and had an interest in people management. These people were described 
by both management and employees as being effective drivers of change. It 
would thus appear that given internal champions possess the necessary skills and 
competencies, external champions may not be needed. 


Employee readiness for change and capacity building 


The importance of readiness for change have been established in a range of stud- 
ies. Ronchetti et al. (2015) found that 74 per cent of companies that had used the 
INAIL methodology had provided training to those involved in the intervention. 

Albertsen et al. (2014) found that in group C where the intervention had a 
negative impact, employees were resistant of the intervention because they con- 
sidered it a “lean-and-mean management practice”; they did not see the benefit 
of the intervention. Augustsson et al. (2015) reported that where employees had 
positive expectations of the intervention, health and well-being management 
had successfully been integrated into performance management procedures using 
Kaizen. Also Framke and Sorensen (2015) reported that in groups were employees 
reported being ready for change activities were implemented, compared to the 
groups where employees felt the intervention was forced upon them and that it 
did not add value for money invested in the project. Jenny et al. (2014) found that 
employees who anticipated the most impact of the intervention were also those 
that reported the best intervention outcomes. 

Hasson et al. (2013) found that when line managers’ ratings of organizational 
learning climate differed from the ratings of their employees, these employees 
reported poorer well-being. Hasson et al. (2013) suggested that such disagree- 
ment may have detrimental effects on intervention outcomes because employees 
and managers do not have shared mental models of what changes are required. 
These results suggest that a shared understanding of which changes are needed is 
important. 

In support of the importance of capacity building, Nielsen and colleagues found 
in a teamwork intervention aimed at improving employee well-being, training 
team leaders and employees had a positive effect on the leaders’ own well-being 
(Nielsen & Daniels, 2012) and employees’ well-being (Nielsen et al., 2010b, 2017). 

Although these studies provide valuable information on how to prepare employ- 
ees for change and develop their capabilities, there is still much to be learned about 
the methods used to ensure readiness. 


Communication 


All policies recommend developing a communication strategy to support the inter- 
vention. There is some research to support the importance of communication 
during the initial phases of the process. In the evaluation of the SOBANE method 
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(Malchaire, 2004), 92 per cent of respondents felt the method had been explained 
well and had resulted in the method being easy to understand and use (81 per cent). 
Mellor et al. (2011) found that communications such as raising awareness, multiple 
channels of communication and visible senior management action all helped pro- 
gress on working with the MS. 

Augustsson et al. (2015) found that successful integration of health and well- 
being management into existing performance management procedures had 
happened where communication had been clear about the tasks and roles in rela- 
tion to the intervention. Where integration had been unsuccessful, employees 
reported they had received insufficient information about the project and did not 
know what was expected of them. Lack of information about the project and its 
content may severely impair intervention outcomes. Aust et al. (2010) found that 
in the study where 6 out of 13 measured working conditions deteriorated in the 
intervention groups, about 50 per cent of employees had not been aware they 
could get help from organizational consultants. In the intervention in SMEs (Ipsen 
et al., 2015), visualization tools were used throughout the intervention to keep up 
momentum and updates were presented at ongoing status meetings. The visualiza- 
tion tools were mostly appreciated by managers and internal facilitators who felt 
they functioned as a reminder to employees. Jenny et al. (2014) found that across 
eight organizations the tailored approach to communication meant that the inter- 
vention did not have a distinctive profile in the organizations. Lingard et al. (2012) 
found that newcomers to the organization found the work-life strategies on offer 
difficult to get an overview of because there was no formal package. 


Screening: Identifying focus areas 


A central part of the problem-solving cycle is the identification and prioritization 
of which problems to focus on changing. The method to identify problems most 
often used is the standardized questionnaire, i.e. the use of pre-existing question- 
naires that allows for the identification of broad range of psychosocial risks. The 
MS have developed and validated the HSE Indicator tool (Edwards et al., 2008) 
and this is also used by the WorkPositive and the INAIL policies. The START 
method, however, recommends the use of a tailored questionnaire, a questionnaire 
that taps into the local context. The debate as to whether screening should use 
standardized tools or tailor tools to the local context has also received attention in 
research (Nielsen et al., 2014). 


Tailored or standardized screening tools 


Mellor et al. (2013) found that all five case study organizations using the MS 
method had opted for using only parts of the standardized HSE Indicator tool 
(Edwards et al., 2008) or equivalents and supported the screening with examina- 
tion of turnover and/or absence levels, grievance cases, occupational counselling 
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referrals, violent incidents, reports of conflicts and changes to work practices. In 
many cases, screening was also used to identify individual cases of stress through 
one-to-one interviews. It was reported that it was easy to identify the causes of 
stress using the MS approach, however, in cases where only few items of the HSE 
Indicator tool had been used, managers reported the causes of stress were not 
clear. Results of the survey were fed back through emails, leaflets and team meet- 
ings. Mellor et al. (2011) reported in another study of the MS that participants 
found the HSE indicator tool difficult to use and needed tailoring to the organiza- 
tion in question. Data were also collected on absenteeism to provide diagnostic 
information, however, this was problematic due to poor organizational records. 
Although the MS guidance prescribe that results of screening should be compared 
to the states to be achieved as outlined by the MS, Biron et al. (2010) found that 
in the private organization, where most line managers did not conduct the screen- 
ing, no improvements in working conditions and well-being could be observed. 
Biron et al. (2010) found that only line managers who had resources available to 
them (good mental health and few negative work demands) had used the HSE 
Indicator survey tool. 

In support of the INAIL screening methods, Di Tecco et al. (2015) reported 
in their evaluation of the INAIL method that 60 per cent of workers and 68 per 
cent of safety representatives were involved in gathering, analyzing and discussing 
checklist data. Only 1.5 per cent of the 124 organizations participating in the sur- 
vey conducted an in-depth assessment. Of these, 56 per cent used tools in addition 
to the HSE Indicator tool (Edwards et al., 2008): 23 per cent used focus groups, 
19 per cent used detailed meetings and 12 per cent conducted semi-structured 
interviews. Malchaire (2004) reported that 96 per cent of respondents found the 
Deparis method useful to guide to solutions and allowed participants to determine 
whether a situation required further action. 

Support for the tailored approach suggested by START was found in a study 
in the Danish postal service. Nielsen et al. (2014) examined the use of a tai- 
lored questionnaire. Problems with the existing standardized screening tool was 
experienced as employees perceived that the tool did not capture their working 
conditions, they felt the questions had little relevance to them and the results fed 
back to them provided limited useful input on which action plans to develop. As 
a result, the research team interviewed employees using the cognitive mapping 
method. They asked employees to map the resources and the demands of the job 
and how these could be increased or reduced, respectively. On the basis of this 
mapping, the researchers developed a questionnaire that captured the working 
experiences of postal workers. Employees and managers reported that they felt 
the tailored questionnaire captured better the local context, i.e. the work of a 
mail carrier, in terms of issues with the postal route and the number of changes 
faced by the postal service during times of increased electronic communication 
and reduced mail. Employees and managers also reported that it was easier to 
develop concrete action plans on the basis of the tailored questionnaire, that the 
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participatory approach used to develop the questionnaire resulted in participants 
advocated the project to their peers, and that the resulting tailored questionnaire 
created a sense of ownership over the intervention (Nielsen et al., 2014). 


Feedback of survey results 


One study has explored the feedback of screening. Jenny et al. (2014) found that 
automated survey feedback and personal tips were reported to stimulate discus- 
sions and action, however, especially managers were concerned that either poor or 
exceptionally good results of the survey may have repercussions. Jenny et al. (2014) 
also reported that participants found it difficult to understand the results without 
the support of consultants and found that the intervention lost momentum when 
there was a time lapse between the survey and the feedback of results. 


Action planning phase 


After the identification for which areas to focus intervention activities on, partici- 
pants engage in the development of action plans. 

Fifty-two percent of the 124 organizations participating in the INAIL study 
reported that they had developed action plans to prevent, reduce or eliminate 
poor working conditions (Ronchetti et al., 2015). Malchaire (2004) reported in 
the evaluation of the SOBANE method that a total of 417 solutions were sug- 
gested, i.e. more than ten per meeting. Participants reported that only 33 per cent 
if these proposed solutions had been suggested before indicating that the Deparis 
guide offered innovative solutions. A total of 60 per cent of solutions were directly 
implemented while 40 per cent were related to work procedures, work quality and 
productivity. It is not clear how many of these solutions were related to the sec- 
ond, the 14th and the 18th dimensions that cover psychosocial issues. In response 
to the “who does what and when” action planning, 77 per cent of respondents 
felt the approach was interesting and 87 per cent felt it was reliable. This type of 
action planning played a role in 32 per cent of the solutions proposed. Finally, 
Framke and Sorensen (2015) found that an intervention focusing on improving 
the primary task (in participating kindergartens, taking care of the children) led 
to the development of action plans supporting employees in completing their pri- 
mary task, however, whether this focus helped them being implemented or led to 
improvements in employee health and well-being was not evaluated. 


The use of workshops and focus groups 


The use of focus groups or workshops has received recent research attention. 
Mellor et al. (2013) reported that conducting workshops and focus groups was a 
time-consuming exercise. It was also found that in one organization where manag- 
ers had been the sole drivers in developing action plans, the impact of the MS was 
limited. Ipsen et al. (2015) reported that action planning workshops that included 
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an open and collective voting system for prioritizing actions were perceived to 
be problematic because management was present during voting. Furthermore, 
Poulsen et al. (2015) found that those who had not participated in action planning 
workshops agreed less with the action plans and engaged less in the evaluation 
workshop (see process evaluation section). Finally, Saksvik et al. (2015) reported 
that participation in workshops led to a sense of community because participants 
got to know each other better. 


Implementation phase 


There is evidence that management drive the implementation of action plans. 
Mellor et al. (2011) found in their process evaluation of the MS that senior man- 
agers were instrumental in getting action plans implemented. Mellor et al. (2011) 
also found that implementing action plans at the team level rather the organization 
level meant that needs were met and these action plans were perceived as less time 
consuming. Mellor et al. (2013) reported that one of the most important barriers to 
successful implementation of MS action plans was lack of availability of managers. 
In the study by Augustsson et al. (2015) it was found that where health and well- 
being management had been successfully integrated into performance management, 
line managers had supported the process and involved employees in the integration. 
Andersen and Westgaard (2013) reported that a lack of support from management 
resulted in intervention activities being withdrawn due to lack of resources or not 
followed up upon due to time pressures. 

The failed intervention project reported by Aust et al. (2010) found that 
although lower level leaders had participated in coaching, they had failed to 
improve the leaders’ role in the organization because managers or professions at 
higher levels in the hierarchy had resisted change, however, a contributing factor 
to the failed project could also be that only 21 per cent of employee felt that leaders 
had prioritized the project. 

Also positive effects of implementation has been reported. Hasson et al. 
(2014a) found that in work groups where changes had been implemented that 
targeted reducing psychological demands and improved decision latitude, these 
working conditions improved. No such effects were found for changes targeting 
social support and rewards (based on the effort-reward model; Siegrist, 1996). 
In groups, where employees felt that changes had been implemented and these 
changes were perceived to improve working conditions, positive outcomes could 
be identified in terms of reduced psychological demands, improved rewards, social 
support and decision latitude (Hasson et al., 2014a). This support the notion that 
individuals’ appraisal of the intervention plays an important role in determining 
intervention outcomes. 

Some research has focused on the appropriateness of action plans. In the 
Albertsen et al. (2014) study, the group experiencing a deterioration in intervention 
outcomes reported that management had made changes to the way the IT system 
had been implemented which resulted in the system creating more problems than 
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it solved. In the Aust et al. (2010) study where the intervention groups were worse 
off after the intervention, only 15 per cent reported that the implemented activities 
had been positive and 17 per cent reported they had been negative and another 
36 per cent rated the activities as neither positive nor negative. 

Studying the degree to which action plans had been implemented, Sorensen and 
Holman (2014) found that participating departments could be divided in to three 
groups: low implementation, medium implementation and high implementation. 
Where action plans had been implemented, improvements were observed in per- 
ceptions of management quality and leader skills and support (Sorensen & Holman, 
2014). The high implementation group was characterized by employee project 
champions who were more active in involving their colleagues. Also departmen- 
tal managers and senior management in the high implementation group were 
perceived to be more supportive. The high implementation group also reported 
having received more information about the intervention. The importance of 
communication was supported by Aust et al. (2010): a contributing factor to the 
intervention’s failure was attributed to the fact that almost a third of employees had 
not been aware that any activities had been initiated. 


Evaluation phase 


Several research-based models have been developed since 2010 providing guid- 
ance as to how organizational interventions should be evaluated. Nielsen and 
Randall (2013) developed the Framework for Evaluating Organizational-level 
Interventions. In this Framework, Nielsen and Randall (2013) identified three 
key elements of the process that should be evaluated. First, it is important to con- 
sider the intervention process itself, for example, who is involved and why? What 
action plans are developed and to which extent are they implemented? Second, the 
hindering and facilitating factors in the context need to be identified. The factors 
include omnibus factors, e.g. the culture of the organization and the management 
systems in place and the discrete factors, e.g. concurrent changes such a downsiz- 
ing or conflicting initiatives. Third, the mental models of participants should be 
evaluated. What did participants think of the intervention? How have their mental 
models changed during the intervention process? This framework has been used to 
structure the process evaluation of interventions (Augustsson et al. 2015). 

Taking into account and expanding on the Framework, Nielsen and Abildgaard 
(2013) developed a model that made explicit which factors to evaluate at each 
phase of the intervention and that integrated process and effect evaluation. A key 
element of effect evaluation is to examine the “chain of effects”, e.g. whether 
changes in attitudes lead to changes in the way work is organized, designed and 
managed, and whether these changes lead to changes in the psychosocial work 
environment, which in turn leads to improved employee health and well-being. 

In an innovative approach to evaluation, Poulsen et al. (2015) used “chronicle 
workshops” to conduct process evaluation. In a workshop, participants in the inter- 
vention drew a time line of the project and created a coherent story of the process. 
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In support of the importance of exploring the chain of effects, i.e. whether improve- 
ments in working conditions lead to actual improvements in well-being, Moen et al. 
(2016) found that in a participatory intervention to increase employees’ control over 
their working time, increases in schedule control and reduced work-family conflict 
partially mediated the intervention’s outcomes in terms of reduced burnout, per- 
ceived stress, psychological distress and increased job satisfaction. Also Holman et al. 
(2010) found that job control, skill utilization, feedback and participation explained 
improvements in employee well-being, and Holman and Axtell (2015) found that 
improved feedback and job control explained the intervention’s outcomes in terms 
of performance and well-being. 


Where do we go from here? 


As evidenced by this review, it is clear that there is by now a body of knowledge 
that can help inform the design, implementation and evaluation of the future inter- 
ventions and help develop our knowledge on what works for whom in which 
circumstances. A limitation of most studies is that they have been published in 
journals that restrict the level of detail that can be provided about the tools and 
methods used in the studies to bring about any outcomes in employee health and 
well-being. In the present book, we aim to address this limitation. We invited rec- 
ognized organizational intervention researchers to contribute with their concrete 
experiences in designing, implementing and evaluating organizational interven- 
tions. This book thus focuses on described tools and methods and the experiences 
with using these tools. 

The book has been divided into three parts. Part I consists of three chap- 
ters that focus on the processes and methods used in intervention planning and 
implementation while Part II — also comprising three chapters — examines the 
various tools and techniques that can be adopted when evaluating interven- 
tions. Part III spans four chapters and aims to consider the new directions and 
approaches in organizational intervention research. The book then concludes 
with an epilogue that reflects on the key messages contained in each of the 
contributions — particularly in terms of what can help or hinder the development 
of effective interventions — and highlights issues that need to be addressed in 
future organizational intervention research. 

The following is a more detailed summary of the chapters covered in each part 
of this book. 

A variety of themes are covered in Part I, however a topic that is common 
to all is the participatory methods that researchers or consultants can use to plan, 
implement and evaluate organizational interventions. In Chapter 1, for example, 
Ipsen et al. address the dearth of information on how researchers or practitioners 
can collaborate with workplace ‘actors’ to transform initial problem identifica- 
tion into tailor-made interventions. The authors draw on empirical data from 
two projects where high-involvement Fishbone workshops were used to help 
employees and managers undertake the initial problem identification and issue 
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analyses and then to use the insights gained from these methods to develop strate- 
gies aimed at improving work systems and practices. Likewise in Chapter 2, Axtell 
and Holman examine case studies undertaken in two call centres and demonstrate 
how a job redesign program based on participatory processes could be planned and 
implemented in working environments that are often very resistant to employee- 
centred, high-involvement planning strategies. In this case, employees participated 
in all stages of intervention development with results from both studies showing 
that changes in job characteristics were an important mechanism through which 
participative job redesign interventions can lead to improvements in the health and 
performance of telephone operators. 

In the final chapter of Part I (Chapter 3), von Thiele Schwartz and colleagues 
emphasize the importance of all parties not only participating in the decision- 
making process but also working together to co-create new knowledge, ideas and 
ways of operating. This chapter outlines a structured process whereby organiza- 
tional stakeholders collaborate with researchers to develop the intervention goals 
and corresponding strategies. Importantly, participants also identify the mechanisms 
through which the strategies are designed to achieve those goals (i.e., the program 
logic). The goals, strategies and connecting mechanisms then form the basis for 
deciding how the intervention is going to be monitored and evaluated. 

Intervention evaluation was the focus of Part II and this section begins with 
Wahlin-Jacobsen (Chapter 4) providing a detailed evaluation of the Kaizen-inspired 
“improvement boards”. The tools and techniques used to plan and implement 
organizational interventions are rarely the subject of in-depth evaluation and given 
that these tools can have a significant influence on the outcomes associated with 
the phase in question (e.g., problem identification, action planning), this research 
addresses an important gap in the literature. In this study, mixed methods are used 
to identify the circumstances in which the improvement boards are more or less 
successful in three manufacturing companies. The findings indicate that while the 
improvement board was successful in facilitating the development and follow-up 
of a number of action plans, they were only beneficial for teams that were able to 
have regular meetings at a fixed time. More specifically, they were not as effective 
in contexts where there was shift-work and periods of heavy workloads created by 
high production goals and concurrent government inspections. 

Dollard and Zadow (Chapter 5) also address an under-researched area, 
this time focusing on the preparatory phase of organizational interventions. 
Specifically, the authors describe and evaluate the preparatory stage of a job 
stress prevention intervention involving public sector employees working in the 
Australian-based human services and education sectors. The approach taken led 
to the development of an intervention plan that was supported by the partici- 
pating organizations and incorporated best practice stress prevention principles. 
These principles included drawing on risk management processes for identifying 
and addressing organizational stressors and involving both employees and manag- 
ers in the development of stress reduction action plans. In the final chapter of 
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Part II (Chapter 6), Abildgaard focuses on evaluating complex organizational 
interventions. The author outlines five practical strategies for evaluating strate- 
gies that target multiple areas of work and multiple levels within the organization 
(i.e., individuals, groups, leaders, organization). The chapter incorporates a case 
study aimed at improving the work ability of industrial employees to illustrate 
what these strategies look like in practice. In addition to recognizing the benefits 
of the five strategies, the author also highlights the common risks associated with 
evaluating complex interventions. 

The overall goal of Part III is to present new directions and approaches to 
organizational interventions. In the first chapter of this section (Chapter 7), 
Henning and colleagues recognize the pivotal role that OSH practitioners can 
play in facilitating the design and implementation of participatory-based health 
and safety initiatives. A seven-step intervention design process is used to demon- 
strate not only how OSH practitioners can actively encourage the involvement 
of employees in the design process, but also identifies where OSH personnel and 
subject matter experts (e.g., facility managers) can share their expertise with work- 
ers and thereby expand employees’ knowledge, skills and abilities. In Chapter 
8, Martin and LaMontagne highlight the lack of research attention given to the 
specific needs of SMEs and advocate the need for intervention researchers and 
practitioners to move small business out of the “too hard basket” and to expand 
the evidence base around “what works for whom” (Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017) 
in this context. The authors then focus on the three core principles of an inte- 
grated approach to workplace mental health (prevent harm, promote the positive, 
manage illness) and discuss the features of SMEs that can make it challenging to 
implement this approach as well as noting a number of characteristics that represent 
“easy wins” when addressing these three principles. 

The final two chapters of this book focus on new developments in the area 
of leadership development interventions. In Chapter 9, Hasson et al. (Chapter 9) 
present new research on “supporting interventions” and use a case study to dem- 
onstrate how a training program for more senior managers was designed to help 
them understand and support a leadership development program for line manag- 
ers. The need for the supporting intervention is especially important in this case 
as the development of new leadership competencies is heavily influenced by the 
way in which line managers themselves are led (e.g., the amount of autonomy they 
receive, the level and quality of feedback). Similarly, in Chapter 10, Bauer and 
Jenny refer to a case study involving a municipal council to illustrate how an inter- 
vention designed to improve the capacities of leaders and their teams to identify 
and address health issues in their immediate working environments can be planned 
and implemented. A key goal of the intervention is to ensure that the participating 
work units developed the ability to identify and address issues when and as they 
arise. As a result, teams are not reliant on outside “experts” to find a way forward 
but instead can achieve sustained effectiveness by having the skills and confidence 
to continually adapt to their changing circumstances. 


18 Karina Nielsen and Andrew Noblet 


References 


Abildgaard, J.S., Hasson, H., von Thiele Schwarz, U., Lovseth, L., Ala-Laurinaho, A., 
& Nielsen, K. (2018). Forms of participation — the development and application of 
a conceptual model of participation in work environment interventions. Economic and 
Industrial Democracy, doi.org/10.1177/0143831X17743576 

Albertsen, K., Garde, A.H., Nabe-Nielsen, K., Hansen, A.M., Lund, H., & Hvid, H. 
(2014). Work-life balance among shift workers: results from an intervention study about 
self-rostering. International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health, 87, 265—274. 

Andersen, G.R., & Westgaard, R.H. (2013). Understanding significant processes during 
work environment interventions to alleviate time pressure and associated sick leave of 
home care workers: a case study. BMC Health Service Research, 13, 1—12. 

Augustsson, H., von Thiele Schwarz, S., Stenfors-Hayes, T., & Hasson, H. (2015). Factors 
related to implementation fidelity in an organizational-level occupational health inter- 
vention. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 22, 345-355 

Aust, B., Rugulies, R., Finken, A., & Jensen, C. (2010) When workplace interventions 
lead to negative effects. Learning from failures. Scandinavian Journal of Public Health, 38, 
106-119. 

Biron, C., Gatrell, C., & Cooper, C.L. (2010). Autopsy of a failure. Evaluating process and 
contextual issues in an organizational-level work stress intervention. International Journal 
of Stress Management, 17, 135-158. 

Cousins, R., Mackay, C.J., Clarke, S.D., Kelly, C., Kelly, P.J., & Mccaig, R.H. (2004). 
“Management Standards” work-related stress in the UK: Practical development. Work 
& Stress, 18, 113-136. 

Di Tecco, C., Ronchetti, M., Ghelli, M., Russo, S., Persechino, B., & Iavicoli, S. 
(2015). Do Italian companies manage work-related stress effectively? A process evalu- 
ation in implementing the INAIL methodology. BioMed Research International, doi. 
org/10.1155/2015/197156. 

Edwards, J., Webster, S., Van Laar, D., & Easton, S. (2008). Psychometric analysis of the 
UK Health & Safety Executive’s Management Standards work-related Stress Indicator 
Tool. Work & Stress, 22, 96-107. 

Egan, M., Bambra, C., Petticrew, M., & Whitehead, M. (2009). Reviewing evidence on 
complex social interventions: Appraising implementation in systematic reviews of the 
health effects of organisational-level workplace interventions. Journal of Epidemiology & 
Community Health, 63, 4—11. 

ENWPH (2007). Luxembourg Declaration on Workplace Health Promotion in the European 
Union. Brussels: ENWHP. 

ETUC (2004). Framework Agreement on Work-related Stress. Brussels: European Trade Union 
Confederation. 

EU-OSHA (2010). European Survey of Enterprises on New and Emerging Risks. Retrieved 
from: www.esener.eu. 

Framke, E., & Sorensen, O.H. (2015). Implementation of a participatory organisational- 
level occupational health intervention — focusing on the primary task. International Journal 
of Human Factors and Ergonomics, 3, 254—270. 

Greasley, K., & Edwards, P. (2015). When do health and well-being interventions work? 
Managerial commitment and context. Economic and Industrial Democracy, 36, 355-377. 
Hasson, H., Tafvelin, S., & von Thiele Schwartz, U. (2013). Comparing employees and 
managers’ perceptions on organizational learning, health, and work performance. 

Advances in Developing Human Resources, 15, 163-176. 


Organizational interventions 19 


Hasson, H., Brisson, C., Guérin, S., Gilbert-Ouimet, M., Baril-Gingras, G., Vézina, M., 
& Bourbonnais, R. (2014a). An organizational-level occupational health intervention: 
Employee perceptions of exposure to changes, and psychosocial outcomes. Work & 
Stress, 28, 179-197. 

Hasson, H., Villaume, K., von Thiele Schwarz, U., & Palm, K. (2014b). Managing imple- 
mentation: Roles of line managers, senior managers, and human resource professionals 
in an occupational health intervention. Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 
56, 58-65. 

Holman, D., & Axtell, C. (2015). Can job redesign interventions influence a broad range 
of employee outcomes by changing multiple job characteristics? A quasi-experimental 
study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, doi.org/10.1037/a0039962. 

Holman, DJ., Axtell, C.M., Sprigg, C.A., Totterdell, P., & Wall, T.D. (2010). The 
mediating role of job characteristics in job redesign interventions: A serendipitous quasi- 
experiment. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31, 84-105. 

Iavicoli, S., Leka, S., Jain, A., Persechino, B., Rondinone, B.M., Ronchetti, M., & Valenti, A. 
(2014). Hard and soft law approaches to addressing psychosocial risks in Europe: 
Lessons learned in the development of the Italian approach. Journal of Risk Research, 
17, 855-869. 

ILO (2001). Guidelines on Occupational Safety and Health Management Systems. Geneva: 
International Labor Office. 

Imai, M. (1986). Kaizen: The key to Japan’s competitive success. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Ipsen, C., Gish, L., & Poulsen, S. (2015). Organizational-level interventions in small and 
medium-sized enterprises: Enabling and inhibiting factors in the PoWRS program. 
Safety Science, 71, 264—274. 

Jenny, G.J., Brauchli, R., Inauen, A., Fullemann, D., Fridrich, A., & Bauer, G.F. (2014). 
Process and outcome evaluation of an organizational-level stress management inter- 
vention in Switzerland. Health Promotion International, 30, 573—585. 

Kunyk, D., Craig-Broadwith, M., Morris, H., Diaz, R., Reisdorfer, E., & Wang, J. (2016). 
Employers’ perceptions and attitudes toward the Canadian national standard on psycho- 
logical health and safety in the workplace: A qualitative study. International Journal of Law 
and Psychiatry, 44, 41—47. 

Leka, S., Jain, A., Widerszal-Bazyl, M., Zołnierczyk-Zreda, D., & Zwetsloot, G. (2011). 
Developing a standard for psychosocial risk management: PAS 1010. Safety Science, 49, 
1047—1057. 

Lingard, H., Francis, V., & Turner, M. (2012). Work-life strategies in the Australian con- 
struction industry: Implementation issues in a dynamic project-based work environment. 
International Journal of Project Management, 30, 282-295. 

MacKay, C.J., Cousins, R., Kelly, P.J., Lee, S., & Mccaig, R.H. (2004). “Management 
Standards” and work-related stress in the UK: Policy background and science. Work & 
Stress, 18, 91—112. 

Malchaire, J.B. (2004). The SOBANE risk management strategy and the De’paris method 
for the participatory screening of the risks. International Archives of Occupational Environment 
and Health, 77, 443—450. 

Martin, A., Sanderson, K., & Cocker, F. (2009). Meta-analysis of the effects of health pro- 
motion intervention in the workplace on depression and anxiety symptoms. Scandinavian 
Journal of Work, Environment and Health, 35, 7—18. 

Mellor, N., Mackay, C., Packham, C., Jones, R., Palferman, D., Webster, S., & Kelly, P. 
(2011). Management Standards’ and work-related stress in Great Britain: Progress on 
their implementation. Safety Science, 49, 1040-1046. 


20 Karina Nielsen and Andrew Noblet 


Mellor, N., Smith, P., MacKay, C., & Palferman, D. (2013). The “Management Standards” 
for stress in large organizations. International Journal Workplace Health Management, 6, 4—17. 

Moen, P., Kelly, E.L., Fan, W., Lee, S-R., Almeida, D., Kossek, E.E., & Buxton, O.M. 
(2016). Does a flexibility/support organizational initiative improve high-tech employees’ 
well-being? Evidence from the work, family, and health network. American Sociological 
Review, 81, 134-164. 

Murphy, L.R. (1996). Stress management in work settings: A critical review of the research 
literature. American Journal of Health Promotion, 11, 112-135. 

Murta, S.G., Sanderson, K., & Oldenburg, B. (2007). Process evaluation in occupational 

stress management programs: A systematic review. American Journal of Health Promotion, 

21, 248-254. 

Nielsen, K. (2013). Review article: How can we make organizational interventions work? 

Employees and line managers as actively crafting interventions. Human Relations, 66, 

1029-1050. 

Nielsen, K., & Abildgaard, J.S. (2013). Organizational interventions: A research-based 

framework for the evaluation of both process and effects. Work & Stress, 27, 278-297. 

Nielsen, K., & Daniels, K. (2012). Enhancing team leaders’ daily well-being and proac- 

tive behaviors during organizational change: A randomized, controlled study. Human 

Relations, 65, 1207-1231. 

Nielsen, K., & Miraglia, M. (2017). What works for whom in which circumstances? On 

the need to move beyond the “what works?” question in organizational intervention 

research. Human Relations, 70, 40—62. 

Nielsen, K., & Randall, R. (2012). The importance of employee participation and percep- 

tion of changes in procedures in a teamworking intervention. Work & Stress, 29, 91-111. 

Nielsen, K., & Randall, R. (2013). Opening the black box: A framework for evaluat- 

ing organizational-level occupational health interventions. European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology, 22, 601—617. 

Nielsen, K., & Randall, R. (2015). Addressing the fit of planned interventions to the organi- 
zational context. In Karanika~-Murray, M., & Biron, C. (eds) Derailed Organizational 


Stress and Well-being Interventions: Confessions of failure and solutions for success. Dordrecht: 
Springer, pp. 107—118. 

Nielsen, K., Randall, R., Holten, A.-L., & Rial-Gonzalez, E. (2010a). Conducting organ- 
izational-level occupational health interventions: What works? Work & Stress, 24, 
234-259. 

Nielsen, K., Randall, R., & Christensen, K.B. (2010b). Does training managers enhance 
the effects of implementing team-working? A longitudinal, mixed methods field study. 
Human Relations, 63, 1719-1741. 

Nielsen, K., Stage, M., Abildgaard, J.S., & Brauer, C.V. (2013). Participatory intervention 
from an organizational perspective: employees as active agents in creating a healthy work 
environment. In Bauer G., & Jenny, G. (eds) Salutogenic Organizations and Change. New 
York: Springer, pp. 327-350. 

Nielsen, K., Abildgaard, J.S., & Daniels, K. (2014). Putting context into organizational 
intervention design: Using tailored questionnaires to measure initiatives for worker well- 
being. Human Relations, 67, 1537—1560. 

Nielsen, K., Randall, R., & Christensen, K.B. (2017). Do different training conditions 
facilitate team implementation? A quasi-experimental mixed methods study. Journal of 
Mixed Methods Research, 11(12), 223—247. DOI: 10.1177/1558689815589050. 

Noblet, A.J., & LaMontagne, A.D. (2009). The challenges of planning, implementing and 
evaluating interventions. In S. Cartwright & C. L. Cooper (eds) The Oxford Handbook of 
Organizational Well-Being. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 466—496. 


Organizational interventions 21 


Pawson, R. (2013). The Science of Evaluation: A realist manifesto. Londong: Sage. 

Pawson, R., & Tilley, N. (1997). Realistic Evaluation. London: Sage. 

Persechino, B., Valenti, A., Ronchetti, M., Rondinone, B.M., Di Tecco, C., Vitali, S., 
& Tavicoli, S. (2013). Work related stress risk assessment in Italy: A methodological 
proposal adapted to regulatory guidelines. Safety and Health at Work, 4, 95-99. 

Poulsen, S., Ipsen, C., & Gish, L. (2015). Applying the chronicle workshop as a method for 
evaluating participatory interventions. International Journal Human Factors and Ergonomics, 
3, 271-290. 

Richardson, K.M. & Rothstein, H.R. (2008). Effects of occupational stress management 
intervention programs: A meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 13, 
69-93. 

Rogers, P. J. (2008). Using programme theory to evaluate complicated and complex aspects 
of interventions. Evaluation, 14(1), 29-48. 

Ronchetti, M., Di Tecco, C., Russo, S., Ghelli, M., & Iavicoli, S. (2015). An integrated 
approach to the assessment of work-related stress risk: Comparison of findings from two 
tools in an Italian methodology. Safety Science, 80, 310-316. 

Saksvik, P.©., Olaniyan, O.S., Lysklett, K., Lien, M., & Bjerke, L. (2015). A process 
evaluation of a salutogenic intervention. Scandinavian Psychologist, 2, e8. 

Satzer, R., & Geray, M. (2009). Stress-Mind—Health. The START procedure for the risk 
assessment and risk management of work-related stress. Dusseldorf: Hans-Bockler- 
Stiftung. 

Sauter, S.L., & Murphy, L.R. (2004). Work organization interventions: State of knowledge 
and future directions. Sozial-und Praventivmedizin, 49(2), 79-86. 

Siegrist, J. (1996). Adverse health effects of high effort-low reward conditions. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 1, 27—41. 

Sorensen, O.H., & Holman, D. (2014). A participative intervention to improve employee 
well-being in knowledge work jobs: A mixed methods evaluation study. Work & Stress, 
28, 67-86. 

Toderi, S., Balducci, C., Edwards, J.A., Sarchelli, G., Broccoli, M., & Mancini, G. (2013). 
Psychometric properties of the UK and Italian versions of the HSE Stress Indicator Tool. 
European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 29, 72-79. 

van der Klink, J. J. L., Blonk, R. W. B., Schene, A. H., & van Dijk, F. J. H. (2001). The 
benefits of interventions for work-related stress. American Journal of Public Health, 91, 
270-276. 

von Thiele Schwarz, U., Nielsen, K. M., Stenfors-Hayes, T., & Hasson, H. (2017). Using 
Kaizen to improve employee well-being: Results from two organizational intervention 
studies. Human Relations, 70, 966—993. 

Weigl, M., Hornung, S., Angerer, P., Siegrist, J., & Glaser, J. (2013). The effects of improv- 
ing hospital physicians working conditions on patient care: A prospective, controlled 
intervention study. BMC Health Services Research, 13, 1-8. 


